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ABSTRACT Health professionals are acutely aware of the health risks secondhand smoke
presents to employees and the public. However, many business owners and policymakers fear a
smokefree ordinance will harm profits, particularly for restaurants. An ordinance for smokefree
restaurants was enacted in Maryville, Missouri on June 9, 2003. Taxable sales receipts data
obtained from the Missouri Department of Revenue allowed comparison of Maryville and statewide
data for eating and drinking places and for total retail sales receipts. Taxable sales receipts for
eating and drinking places in Maryville after enactment of the smokefree restaurant ordinance
increased at more than twice the rate for eating and drinking places the state and twice the rate
for retail sales in Maryville.

Secondhand smoke has been determined to be a significant risk to the health of nonsmokers by the
Surgeon Generd, the Environmenta Protection Agency and a number of other governmenta and non
governmental agencies. Some of the diseases associated with increased risks due to exposure to
secondhand smoke include heart disease, lung cancer, stroke and emphysemain adults; and asthma and
SIDSin children.*%2

In the not so digtant padt, it was norma and customary that smoking was dlowed in any part of a public
place. Society has gradudly changed to establish smoking and nonsmoking sections in the belief that
separdion was aufficient to provide relief to nonsmokers. However, as more information becomes
known that secondhand smoke is not merdy an annoyance, but is in fact a de facto risk to hedth, more
public places and workplaces are becoming completely smokefree.

A growing number of employers are adopting smokefree workplace policies for the sake of their
employees hedlth, as well as for the increasingly clear economic benefits of lowered hedlth insurance
cdams and premiums, lowered maintenance and replacement expenses, and increased employee
productivity.*® Likewise, an increasing number of cities and states are enacting smokefree indoor air
ordinances to protect employees and customers from secondhand smoke exposure. As of July, 2004,
ten dates (Cdifornia®, Connecticut, Delaware*, Horida*, Idaho, Maine, Massachusetts*, Rhode
Idand, New York*, and Utah) and 300+ municipalities have passed laws for smokefree restaurants®
(states marked with an asterisk have smokefree laws that aso include other workplaces and public
places).
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On June 9, 2003, Maryville, Missouri, implemented an ordinance for al restaurants to become
smokefree. An exemption was made for stand-alone barswith a least 70% sdesin dcohol. Of thirty-
seven egting and drinking places, seven (19%) qudified for the exemption. This was the first such
ordinance in Missouri to completely prohibit smoking in al restaurants.

While the hedlth aspects are clear, understandably there has been anxiety among restaurant owners as
to whether such an ordinance would harm their profits. To assess this, the Missouri Department of
Hedth & Senior Services, with review provided by aformer Chief Economist for the Missouri Office of
Adminigration's Divison of Budget and Planning, andyzed quaterly sdes tax data for 5 years
preceding and for one year following the ordinance implementation date  (July 1998 through June
2004). The results of that analyss determined that no detrimental changes in revenues for egting and
drinking places occurred after the ordinance took effect. These findings are consagtent with those from
studies of smokefree ordinancesin other U.S. cities#910.111213.14

Materials and M ethods

Taxable sdes recapts beginning July, 1998 through June, 2004 for Maryville and for Missouri were
obtained from the Missouri Department of Revenue for eating and drinking places [sandard industry
code 581] (Table 1) and totd retail sdes (Table 2).

Severad comparisons were viewed to help determine if changes occurred. These include:

1) Taxable sdes data for eating and drinking places and for totd retail sdesin Maryville, aswell as for
datewide figures for egting and drinking places sdes and for totd retal sales, were compared as an
indicator of any overdl economic factors that may affect revenues irrespective of the Maryville
ordinance.

2) Quarters were compared to corresponding quarters of previous years to identify any differences not
due to seasonal trends.

3) The 1-year period for when the Maryville ordinance was in effect was compared to corresponding
1-year periods for previous years for totd retail sdes aswell asfor Missouri in both eating and drinking
places and totdl retal sdes.

Results

Table 1 shows that according to the quarterly average percent change from their previous year, taxable
sdesfor egting and drinking placesin Maryville increased moderately for three of the four years prior to
the effective date of their smokefree restaurant ordinance. The greatest increase was noted in FY 1999
2000, the firgt year in which a comparison was made. The year immediately prior to the effective date
of the ordinance, FY 2002-2003, showed a decrease of —1.84%; and the firg full year after the
ordinance, FY 2003-2004, showed an increase of 11.35%, the greatest increase noted for any of the
years in the study period. In comparison, taxable sdes for eating and drinking places in Missouri



displayed moderate increases for every year culminating in the greatest increase dso being in FY 2003-

2004 at 5.25%.
TABLE 1
Taable Sales for eating and drinkdng places - Missoun Department of Revenue
% change from % change from % change from % change from % change from
Manpills FY 19981999  FY1999-20008 opreviousyear  FY2000-2001% previousyesr  FY2001-2002% previousyear  FY 200220038 previousyesr  FY 20032004 %  previousyear
JuU-Sep 3,140,466 3208312 1.90% 3300003 2.06% 3405728 3.20% 3425843 0.59% 3,481,703 163%
OctDec 2,955,000 3,331,865 12.15% 3349779 0.54% 351283 487% 3,390 666 -348% 3,508,099 5.82%
Jan-Mar 2987702 3,234 630 §.26% 3160 375 -230% 3251075 287% 316076 -3684% 3843968 22.96%
Anr-Jun 3261139 3293913 1.00% 3344112 154% 3499454 463% 3475159 069% 4,221,303 N47%
TOTAL 12362307 13,068,740 5.80% 13,154,869 0 6% 13,669 141 391% 13417 344 184% 15,135,073 11.35%
Quarterly average 3,088,077 3,267,185 5.80% 3288117 0 f6% 3417 285 391% 3,364 461 -184% 3783768 11.35%
% change from % change from % change from % change from % change from
Missour FY19081999%  FY1999-20008 previousyear  FY2000-2001% prevousyesr  FY2001-2002% previousyear  FY 200220038 previousyear  FY2003-2004 %  previous year
Ju-Sep 1426164 431 1452855 829 258% 1434 103,825 213% 1519317160 16%% 1,560,045 669 400% 1661424872 5.16%
Oct-Dec 1,338,265,742 1,358, 741,240 168% 1341854 988 -1.24% 142611912 6.20% 1457 062 TM 124% 1531001,020 5.08%
Jan-Mar 1,222 859,998 1,298 820,639 6.21% 1,309,085 209 0.79% 1353769 598 337% 1,368 629 869 114% 1474018741 1.70%
Anr-Jun 1432070282 1451325492 1.34% 1481,383,381 207T% 1556240 645 5.06% 1592 365 985 231% 1,664,247 353 451%
TOTAL 5417360453 5.571,643300 285% 5626530403 0.98% 5,854,106 635 404% 5,993 094,247 246% 6,330,691,986 5.26%
Clarterly average| | 1,354,340,113 1,392,860,825 2.85% 1406532 601 0.98% 1453 526,659 404% 1499 523 562 246% 1562,672,997 5.26%

NOTE : datain bold indicates Maryville
smokefree restaurant ordinance in effect

Taxable sdes for dl retal places for Maryville and Missouri (Table 2) has data for dl retall sdesin
Maryville somewhat smilar to that of ther esting and drinking places with moderate increases in dl
years with the same exception of a decrease for FY 2002-2003; and with the find year, FY 2003-
2004, having the highest increase a a 5.67% increase. Missouri dl retal sdes data are smilar to
Missouri eating and drinking places data with moderate increases for al years, however in this case the
find year was not the highest recorded percentage change.

TABLE 2

Teseable Sabes forretal places - Missoun Department of Fevense

% charge fom % change from %% changs from % changetum % change from
Marile Frigog10004  FY1oe0f pevosgyesr FP20002001§  pesicucyesr  FY 200020008  presouswvesr  FYA0022003%  proas v Froo0o-2odd  peesious yar
-5 1A 32435501 2T H 2T EED 55 4 EOE002 1 85% 26,008.254 115% 35304433 QE2%
Ot [ 33213096 355353 | 07% 37 290285 10.76% EOT A0 S 45% A5 419 AN 6%
Jarer T8 T3 30434155 155h A 1459% 32 F5d BED 5T1% 23 3741053 127%| FHOETIN A%
Apr-dun O LCER0E 31853855 IR 33400011 1E2% 5407784 Bl % L0619 A% a0 1206%
TOTAL 133709104 120,401 355 497% 135850110 4.05% 142477 035 4 08% HWiatro 0T% 148 818,027 5ET%
ek sveradd] MR 32350288 4487 33,50 3 4 A5 E15250 4 00% 35,954,258 A.71% ITATREOT BETH

% change Fom % changa from S changs fram % change fram % change from
Missnui Frige-1999% P 190ni0f prviosyesr Frof00aoin$ predicosvesr EY200M-J002 8  previoswesr FY 220038 previos ey Frooia-sid §  presicus e
Ml -5ep 141208 TH| | 15T 44057 435%| | 162138412 R I I LS B T 154% 1 EE0. 3117 0455 | 17041152308 LT8R
Ot L 15, J43 366036 | 18505 419 %0 50h| | 16A5E T EAED 2HA| | 16EmENT 076% 15 560, 200 453 AL1Fs| | 1T 548848452 3.90%
i 13150007 | | 14553130463 520%| | 19179 28T 08 406|142 DEE ST 1710% 15000427 B4 00| | 15 8TE0EE 8 LB
B 15,304 130,870 15,958, 356,330 3 6 16,381,192 126 155 16475 EE4.8110 05T% 16 558, TTR 044 0.75% 17 280 307 267 4 05%:
TOTAL GCBOETEAT | | B2 748,253.01 45Th[ | MATSEI 30T| | B2AT0SER5 O46%| | B5150,713015 OZE%| | 6T A3 438170 355%
uarerly everage| | 15007 TBI8( [ 15687 05T A0S A55% 16,163,149 028 30T 16242 728 13 046% 16 267 fiTh 255 0:23% 16 957 BEE 7R3 385%

HITE - daterin bold indicates Marvike
SMIOKETRE MREDEUANE arcinanie in &ffef



Quarterly data presented in both tables dlow comparisons within years and to a degree dlow
accountability for seasonal sales variations. Of note is that by far the two strongest quarters seen for
both tables are the last two quarters of FY 2003-2004 for Maryville eating and drinking places with
percent changes from previous year quarters of 22.96% and 21.47% respectively. The strongest
quarter for Missouri eeting and drinking places was in the third quarter of FY 2003-2004 at 7.70%,
about one-third the rate of Maryvill€ sincrease.

Discussion

As the generd economy began improving in the last year, a comparison of eating and drinking places
saes for the last 1-year period with that of the previous yeer is especidly noticeable. For this period
when the Maryville ordinance was fully in effect, an increase of 11.35% was seen for taxable saes for
eding and drinking places, more than twice that of Missouri’s increase of 5.25% for the same time
period (Table 1).

Generd economic trends for Maryville and Missouri can be seen in the revenues for totd retail salesin
Fgure 1. Maryville and Missouri exhibited farly uniform quarterly seasond variation with revenues
typicaly higher during the October—December quarter of each year. The overdl trend is a dow Steady
increase in sdes for Maryville and Missouri as indicated by the trendlinesin Figure 1. From Table1 it
is seen that the four years prior to the smokefree ordinance that



Taxable Sales— All Retail
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Figure 1 — Total retail salesfor Maryville and Missouri

Maryville exhibited an average annua increase of 3.52% and Missouri showed an increase of 2.09%.
After the ordinance enactment, both areas experienced a nearly identica increase with Maryville
increasng the five-year average by 0.43% and Missouri by 0.37%.

This reflects smilar recent overadl economic improvement in both areas, especidly within the last year of
the study period, irrespective of the smokefree ordinance.



In comparison, the trends for eating and drinking places sales differ from that of totd retall sdes (Figure
2). Eating and drinking places sdes for Missouri showed highest quarters were usudly April-June and
July- September; wheress totd retall sdes usudly are highest in October-December, condstent with
holiday shopping. One trend shared in common between eating and drinking places sdes and totd retail
sales was dmost dways a depressed January-March quarter. However amgor exception is noted for
Maryville after their ordinance was in effect. Not only was the January-March quarter for 2004 the

highest for any January-March quarter during the study period, it was higher than any of al the previous
quarters posted.
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Figure 2 — Eating and drinking places sales for Maryville and Missouri

As with totd retall sdes, Missouri and Maryville showed a progressvely upward trend. For the four
years before the Maryville ordinance was in effect, eating and drinking places sdes in Maryville
increased an average 2.13% per year; dightly less than the pace of the Missouri increase of 2.58%.
However, saes for eating and drinking places for the year following the enactment of the smokefree

ordinance resulted in a five-year average of a 3.98% increase for Maryville; dightly ahead compared to
the Missouri increase of 3.12%.

The trendline for taxable sdes for Missouri eating and drinking places shows the quarterly data falling

close to expectations (Figure 2). However, the trendline for Maryville shows a marked increase above
expectations after the effective date of the smokefree ordinance.



It is dso noteworthy in Table 1 tha the percentage growth in Maryville's egting and drinking places
sales for 2003-2004 was double that of total retail sales for 2002-2003 (11.35% vs. 5.67%); whereas
for Missouri it was 1 1/3 times higher (5.25% vs. 3.95%).

Conclusion

Taxable sales for eating and drinking places in Maryville increased 11.35% &fter enactment of the city’s
smokefree restaurant ordinance. During the same time period, taxable sales for eating and drinking
places in Missouri increased 5.25%, less than haf that of Maryville.

These findings are conggtent with the results of sudies in other municipdities that determined smokefree
indoor air ordinances had no effect on eating and drinking places revenues.

Opponents of smokefree indoor air ordinances clam that enacting smokefree indoor ar ordinances will

harm restaurant revenues. However, the findings of this sudy indicate that Maryville eating and drinking
places revenues were not harmed by a smokefree ordinance. In fact, when compared to Missouri

figures, the data indicate the ordinance may have been beneficid for this area of busness. Whilethe
public hedth effects of secondhand smoke should be amgor consideration for local policymakers, such
andyses of economic data can provide these policymakers with additiond datistica evidence to
evauate the merit of implementing smokefree indoor ar ordinances in communities.

Limitations

Post-ordinance data for this study is limited to the taxable sales data for the firg four quarters after the
ordinance was implemented. Tax revenue datafor Maryville will continue to be monitored.

The Maryville smokefree restaurant ordinance includes restaurants, and restaurants with attached bars;
but, does not apply to stand-alone bars. Sdes tax data from the Missouri Department of Revenue does
not separate stand-aone bars in their Standard Industry Code 581 of “eating and drinking places,” but
reports them as combined. However, it is doubtful that business increases, if any, a the seven stand-
aone bars out of the total of thirty-saven egting and drinking places in Maryville would have increased
the quarterly taxable sdes for dl thirty-seven businesses by an overal 11.35% compared to the
previous year.

Data are only avalable in the aggregate and not avalable to determine if individua businesses
experienced busness loss after the enactment of the ordinance. The Nodaway County Hedth
Department provided information that the number of restaurants in Maryville remained essentidly the
same since the enactment of the Clean Air Act, wheress previoudy, there were more restaurant closings

than openings.
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